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ABSTRACT 
Sociosexuality refers to a personal predisposition to engage in uncommitted sex. 
Romantically involved individuals are more likely to engage in infidelity when more 
unrestricted in their sociosexuality and less committed to their current partners. However, 
commitment reliably predicts relationship maintenance and the activation of pro-relationship 
behaviors, regardless of sociosexuality levels. In two studies (Study 1: N = 566 heterosexuals; 
Mage = 21.24, SD = 4.45; Study 2: N = 168 heterosexuals; Mage = 23.28, SD = 5.60), the 
association between sociosexuality and commitment was examined. Replicating previous 
findings, men were more sociosexually unrestricted than women, and single individuals were 
more sociosexually unrestricted than their romantically involved counterparts (Study 1). 
Results also showed that more committed individuals were more restricted in their 
sociosexuality (Studies 1 and 2), and that commitment was negatively associated with 
physical and sexual attraction to an attractive person, regardless of sociosexuality levels 
(Study 2). Furthermore, commitment, but not sociosexuality, predicted sexual infidelity in the 
current relationship and this effect emerged even among sociosexually unrestricted 
individuals (Studies 1 and 2). No additional gender differences were found across studies. 
These results converge with findings suggesting that individuals shift their mating strategies 
and restrict their sociosexuality when in a romantic relationship, and that commitment 
prevents relationship threatening behaviors such as sexual attraction or sexual infidelity. 
 
 
KEY WORDS: sociosexuality; commitment; sexual attraction; extradyadic sex; infidelity. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Sexuality is an important aspect of psychological adjustment and happiness (Mulhall, 
King, Glina, & Hvidsten, 2008), influencing mating strategies and the pursuit of potential 
partners (Buss, 1998; Buss & Barnes, 1986). Individual differences in sociosexuality, which 
is defined as the predisposition to engage in uncommitted sex (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991, 
1992), have been among the most widely researched sexuality related constructs. Closer to 
the lower end of the sociosexuality continuum, restricted individuals have the need for 
closeness and intimacy before engaging and being comfortable with casual sex. Inversely, 
towards the upper end of this continuum unrestricted individuals feel relatively comfortable 
and enjoy sex without closeness or intimacy. 
In the interpersonal relationships context in general, unrestricted (vs. restricted) 
individuals display more approachable behaviors to new acquaintances (e.g., smiling, flirting) 
(Simpson, Gangestad, & Biek, 1993) and are more attracted to others who display these same 
behaviors (Simpson, Wilson, & Winterheld, 2004). In romantic relationships, unrestricted 
(vs. restricted) individuals are more likely to engage in both hypothetical (Seal, Agostinelli, 
& Hannett, 1994) and real-life infidelity behaviors (Barta & Kiene, 2005; Ostovich & Sabini, 
2004; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). As these behaviors can have negative consequences for 
the relationship (e.g., break-up) (Vangelisti & Gerstenberger, 2004), sociosexuality may be 
central to explaining the maintenance and stability of romantic relationships. 
There is also ample evidence showing that individuals in romantic relationships shift 
their mating strategies from short-term to long-term in order to attain their relationship goals 
(Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Commitment, referring to the motivation to maintain the 
relationship (Arriaga & Agnew, 2001), has been shown to predict relationship maintenance 
(Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998) by activating the pursuit of such goals (Drigotas, Safstrom, 
& Gentilia, 1999b) and preventing individuals from engaging in sexual infidelity (Shaw, 
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Rhoades, Allen, Stanley, & Markman, 2013). Then, it is possible that commitment restricts 
sociosexuality. In other words, even if sociosexuality is associated with infidelity in 
relationships, unrestricted individuals in a relationship can show their commitment by staying 
faithful to their partners. The current research examined whether relational cues are 
associated with an accommodation of sociosexuality. We argue that romantic commitment 
interacts with sociosexuality in the prevention of situations association with relationship 
instability. Specifically, we argue that greater relationship commitment is associated with less 
sexual infidelity in the current relationship (Studies 1 and 2) and less physical and sexual 
attraction towards an attractive target (Study 2), even when sociosexually unrestricted. Sexual 
infidelity is defined as any extradyadic sexual behavior that violates the implicit or explicit 
sexual monogamy norm, that is, behaviors associated with feelings of betrayal when 
disclosed to the partner and perceived as infidelity by both members of the couple (Barta & 
Kiene, 2005; Buunk & Dijkstra, 2004; Hall & Fincham, 2006). 
Sociosexuality 
Sociosexuality was originally defined as a behavioral and attitudinal predisposition to 
engage in casual sex and operationalized by the widely used Sociosexual Orientation 
Inventory (SOI) (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; see also Jackson & Kirkpatrick, 2007; 
Webster & Bryan, 2007). A more recent version of this measure (SOI-R) (Penke & 
Asendorpf, 2008) expands the construct and suggests that sociosexuality comprises three 
interdependent components: (1) Behaviors, referring to behavioral tendencies and personal 
histories of casual sex, (2) Attitudes, referring to the evaluative disposition towards 
uncommitted sex, influenced by socialization, and (3) Desire, referring to the interest in 
casual sex often associated with sexual arousal and sexual fantasies. Averaging these 
components results in a Global sociosexuality score. Below, we review research that shows 
  
5 
the associations between gender, romantic involvement, relationship quality, and 
sociosexuality. 
Gender differences 
Research has consistently shown that men, compared to women, have more unrestricted 
sociosexuality (Jackson & Kirkpatrick, 2007; Schmitt, 2003, 2005; Simpson & Gangestad, 
1991) and report more unrestricted behaviors, attitudes, and desires (Fisher, 2009; Petersen & 
Hyde, 2011; Sprecher, Treger, & Sakaluk, 2013). These gender differences are cross-
culturally robust (Schmitt, 2003, 2005) and have been hypothesized to derive from 
evolutionary factors (Buss, 1998; Buss & Schmitt, 1993) and from socialization and 
normative gender roles (Eagly & Wood, 1999; Wood & Eagly, 2002). For instance, sexually 
permissive behaviors are more socially acceptable for men than for women, a finding often 
referred as the sexual double standard phenomenon. Even though the existence of this 
phenomenon can be debatable (Marks & Fraley, 2005, 2006), a systematic review of 
literature supports its existence (Crawford & Popp, 2003). 
Despite these gender differences, research shows a greater intra-gender, rather than 
inter-gender, variability in sociosexuality (see Simpson et al., 2004). Regardless of gender, 
sociosexually unrestricted individuals tend to adopt short-term mating strategies, report a 
greater number of sex partners, prioritize different characteristics when evaluating potential 
partners (e.g., unrestricted individuals value traits related to physical attractiveness), and have 
sex earlier in their relationships, when compared to restricted individuals (Buss & Schmitt, 
1993; Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Ostovich & 
Sabini, 2004; Petersen & Hyde, 2010; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991, 1992; Simpson et al., 
2004). Asendorpf and Penke (2005) have also shown that sociosexuality predicts flirting with 
another person, regardless of gender. 
Romantic involvement 
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Single individuals might be motivated to have sporadic sexual encounters (e.g., 
hooking up), to undertake recurrent casual sexual encounters (e.g., one-night stands) or to 
have repeated sexual encounters (Jonason, 2013). If so, they adopt a short-term mating 
strategy and tend to value attributes related to immediate rewards such as physical 
attractiveness (Regan & Berscheid, 1995, 1997; Regan, Levin, Sprecher, Scott, & 
Christopher, 2000). In these instances, sociosexuality predicts the frequency of casual sex and 
the total number of partners (greater among unrestricted individuals) (Ostovich & Sabini, 
2004; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). 
When single individuals are motivated to develop a romantic relationship, they adopt a 
long-term mating strategy. In such instances, unrestricted individuals tend to value attributes 
related to social visibility (e.g., physical attractiveness) whereas more restricted individuals 
tend to value attributes related to relationship stability (e.g., faithfulness, compatibility) 
(Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). For example, Simpson and Gangestad (1992) showed that, 
regardless of gender, unrestricted individuals value more physically and sexually attractive 
partners, who also prove more charismatic and less dependable. In contrast, restricted 
individuals are more oriented towards a stable relationship and value less attractive and 
charismatic partners that are kinder and more affectionate. The fact that different mating 
strategies lead individuals to value distinct attributes does not necessarily imply they settle 
for the first person that meets their needs. For instance, unrestricted individuals may strive to 
choose the most attractive partner they can whereas restricted individuals may strive to 
choose a partner that offers them the greatest security and commitment (e.g., Simpson et al., 
2004).  
Romantic relationship quality 
When individuals are romantically involved, differences in sociosexuality can be 
associated with differences in relationship quality. Research shows that unrestricted 
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individuals tend to develop shorter relationships with lesser quality (e.g., fewer investments) 
and to have greater difficulties in settling down, in contrast to their restricted counterparts 
(Jones, 1998; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Simpson et al., 2004). Importantly, sociosexuality 
also seems to predict extradyadic sexual desire and sexual behavior, such that unrestricted 
individuals are more likely to engage in infidelity behaviors (e.g., exchanging phone 
numbers, asking for a date, sexual infidelity) (Seal et al., 1994). This suggests that 
unrestricted individuals would be more likely to engage in infidelity behaviors, presumably 
due to lack of intimacy or investments in their relationships. 
However, this might not be necessarily the case. Unrestricted individuals are as 
sexually invested in their relationships and they do not show greater sexual accessibility of 
flirting with alternatives others, when compared to restricted individuals (Tempelhof & 
Allen, 2008). This converges with the notion that individuals strategically shift their mating 
strategies in order to attain their goals (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Indeed, individuals are 
influenced not only by biological factors, but also by personal motivations, predispositions, 
needs, and their immediate social context (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). In this sense, 
individuals motivated to maintain their romantic relationship may accommodate personal 
dispositions (e.g., unrestricted sociosexuality) to situational or relational cues (e.g., being in a 
relationship with a committed partner) in order to prevent behaviors that can potentially 
threaten the stability of their relationship (e.g., sexual infidelity). Partially supporting this 
argument, research shows that sociosexuality is influenced by being in a relationship 
(Asendorpf & Penke, 2005; Schmitt, 2005), such that sociosexuality becomes more restricted 
when individuals initiate a new relationship and becomes more unrestricted when they end a 
relationship (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008).  
The fact that unrestricted sociosexuality is not a sufficient condition for infidelity is of 
great importance for our study, since infidelity arises out of dissatisfaction with the 
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relationship, feeling neglected by the partner, and anger or boredom over sexuality within the 
relationship (Barta & Kiene, 2005; Shackelford & Buss, 1997). Hence, even though 
unrestricted individuals are more likely to engage in infidelity behaviors, actually pursuing 
such behaviors requires motivation (Barta & Kiene, 2005) that can come from having a 
poorer relationship quality. Relationship commitment can serve as a possible explanation 
why unrestricted individuals become more restricted in romantic relationships, due to its 
association with relationship quality (Rusbult et al., 1998). 
Commitment and Sociosexuality 
Commitment is broadly defined as the motivation to remain in a long-term relationship 
(Arriaga & Agnew, 2001; Stanley, Rhoades, & Whitton, 2010) and is a central variable of the 
empirically robust Investment Model (Rusbult, 1980, 1983). Within this theoretical model, 
greater relationship satisfaction, greater investments applied in the relationship, and the 
perception of alternatives as having lesser quality promote greater relationship commitment. 
Regardless of gender, commitment has been consistently shown to predict happiness, sexual 
adjustment, intimacy, couple well-being, and relationship maintenance (for meta-analyses, 
see Le & Agnew, 2003; Le, Dove, Agnew, Korn, & Mutso, 2010; Rusbult et al., 1998). When 
faced with a potential threat to the stability of the relationship, commitment promotes the 
activation of pro-relationship behaviors (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Derogation is one of these 
behaviors, whereby romantically involved individuals feel less attracted (Johnson & Rusbult, 
1989; Simpson, Gangestad, & Lerma, 1990) and spend less time attending to attractive others 
(Miller, 1997). For instance, although arousal sometimes signal sexual or romantic attraction 
(Foster, Witcher, Campbell, & Green, 1998), this effect occurs especially for single 
individuals and not for those in a romantic relationship (Meston & Frohlich, 2003).  
This suggests that commitment plays an important role on the decision to actually act 
upon the predisposition for casual sex. Supporting this reasoning, recent studies have shown 
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that more committed individuals are less likely to engage in infidelity (Martins et al., 2016; 
Rodrigues, Lopes, & Pereira, 2016) and this seems to be independent of sociosexuality 
(Mattingly et al., 2011). When considering the possibility of engaging in casual extradyadic 
sex, committed individuals seem to contemplate the long-term consequences of such behavior 
for all aspects of their current relationship and compare them with its short-term benefits. 
Commitment acts to dismiss such predisposition and transform personal motivations for 
casual sex into a relational motivation (Drigotas, Rusbult, & Verette, 1999a), thus preventing 
both men and women from engaging in extradyadic sex (Shaw et al., 2013). By helping 
individuals refrain from engaging in such behavior, commitment provides them with security 
and trust that they will behave similarly in future situations (Drigotas et al., 1999b). This 
clearly conveys commitment as a relational variable that influences relationship stability for 
both genders, by motivating them to protect their relationship against a perceived potential 
threat (i.e., feelings of attraction for an attractive other). Thus, it is an important variable to 
take into account when analyzing sociosexuality within romantic relationships. 
From this reasoning, we argue sociosexuality to be a trait that influences sexuality 
among single individuals. However, when romantically involved, individuals’ sociosexuality 
should be influenced by relational cues and by personal motivations to remain in the 
relationship. Hence, sociosexuality should adapt to external relational cues and interplay with 
relational motivations such as commitment to prevent sexual infidelity or feelings of 
attraction. We examined these ideas in two studies. Study 1 focused on the interaction 
between sociosexuality and commitment, as well as their role in preventing sexual infidelity. 
Study 2 extended this to a setting in which individuals were asked to report their attraction to 
an attractive person. Gender differences were also examined in both studies. 
STUDY 1 
In line with the typical findings reported in the literature, we hypothesized that: 
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H1. Men should report more unrestricted sociosexuality than women (Buss, 1998; Buss 
& Schmitt, 1993; Schmitt, 2003, 2005); 
H2. Single individuals should report more unrestricted sociosexuality than romantically 
involved individuals (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). 
Following the evidence that individuals accommodate their sociosexuality to relational 
cues (Asendorpf & Penke, 2005; Schmitt, 2005), we hypothesized that: 
H3. Commitment and sociosexuality should be negatively associated, such that more 
committed individuals should report more restricted sociosexuality. 
Furthermore, if commitment acts to prevent individuals from engaging in infidelity 
(Drigotas et al., 1999b; Martins et al., 2016; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Shaw et al., 2013), we 
hypothesized that:  
H4. Commitment should predict extradyadic sex in the current relationship, such that 
more committed individuals should be less likely to have engaged in sexual infidelity; 
H5. Commitment effects in extradyadic sex should occur among unrestricted 
individuals, such that more committed individuals should indicate less sexual infidelity when 
sociosexually unrestricted. 
Relying on intra-gender variability (Simpson et al., 2004), all these effects should hold 
true for both men and women. 
METHOD 
Participants 
Participants were 566 Portuguese heterosexuals (70% women; Mage = 21.24, SD = 4.45) 
who voluntarily took part in this study. Participants resided mostly in Portuguese 
metropolitan areas (47.4%) and completed high school (56.6%), an undergraduate degree 
(36%) or their Masters/Ph.D. (4.4%). Half of the sample was single and not currently dating 
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another person (47%) whereas the other half was involved in a consensual monogamous 
romantic relationship for a mean length of 25.55 months (SD = 24.23). 
Measures 
Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R) 
The SOI-R (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) has nine items (men: α = .83; women: α = .83) 
that assess the predisposition to engage in casual sex. This measure comprises three 
components: (1) Behavior (3 items; men α = .85, women α = .84; e.g., “With how many 
different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months?”), (2) Attitudes (3 items; men: 
α = .87, women: α = .83; e.g., “Sex without love is ok”), and (3) Desire (3 items; men: α 
= .86, women: α = .85; e.g., “How often do you have fantasies about having sex with 
someone with whom you do not have a committed romantic relationship?”). Averaging the 
items within each component results in a mean score for that component and averaging all 
items results in a mean Global score. Higher mean scores indicate unrestricted sociosexuality, 
that is, a greater predisposition to engage in casual sex. 
This measure had to be validated in Portugal beforehand. The items were translated by 
a team of social psychologists and back-translated by a Portuguese native speaker with 
residence in the U.S. Disagreements were resolved through discussion (90% agreement). 
Response scales were transformed to 7-point scales for Behavior (1 = 0 to 7 = 10 or more), 
Attitudes (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 = Strongly agree), and Desire (1 = Rarely; 7 = 
Frequently). Validation results for the Portuguese SOI-R are presented in the Results section.  
Commitment 
We used the seven item Commitment scale (α = .89; e.g., “I want our relationship to 
last for a very long time”) from the Investment Model scale (Rusbult et al., 1998; Portuguese 
adaptation and validation by Rodrigues & Lopes, 2013b). Responses to each item were given 
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on a 7-point scale (1 = Do not agree at all; 7 = Agree completely) and averaging all items 
results in a mean commitment score. 
Extradyadic sex 
This was assessed by the item “Have you had sexual encounters outside your current 
relationship without your partner’s knowledge?” (Yes/No). The question was derived from 
previous research in extradyadic sexual involvement (Rodrigues et al., 2016; Shaw et al., 
2013). In case individuals responded “yes,” they were additionally asked: “Are casual sexual 
encounters outside your current relationship allowed?” (Yes/No). This allowed us to control 
for consensual non-monogamy that can influence the perception of which behaviors 
constitute infidelity (Cohen, 2015; Mogilski, Memering, Welling, & Shackelford, 2015). 
Procedure 
The study was in agreement with the Ethics Guidelines issued by the Scientific 
Commission of ISCTE-IUL. A web survey was developed in Qualtrics® and the link to the 
survey was published in social networking sites, sent to mailing lists, and made available at a 
webpage purposely developed for this study. When accessing the questionnaire, participants 
were informed that they would be taking part in a research project about personal 
relationships and that they could abandon the study at any point simply by closing the web 
browser (see Barchard & Williams, 2008). After providing informed consent by clicking on 
the “I agree” option, participants were presented with standard demographic questions (e.g., 
age, gender, relationship status and sexual orientation), followed by the SOI-R measure. 
Those in a romantic relationship were additionally presented with the Commitment scale and 
with the extradyadic sex measure. At the end, all participants were thanked, debriefed, and 
provided with an email address to contact the research team should they want to obtain 
further information or clarify any question regarding the research. 
  
13 
There was no time limit for completing the questionnaire (MCompletion time = 10 minutes). 
Following recommendations for best practices in online data collection (Gosling, Vazire, 
Srivastava, & John, 2004), the internet protocol (IP) addresses were checked to ensure that no 
IP corresponded to more than one questionnaire. 
RESULTS 
SOI-R: Confirmatory Factor Models, Correlations, and Reliability 
Since this measure was not validated in Portugal, we conducted confirmatory factor 
analyses (CFA) to test its structure comprising three correlated components (Penke & 
Asendorpf, 2008) for the total sample and for women and men separately. Using Mplus with 
maximum likelihood estimation (Muthén & Muthén, 2015) we obtained relative and absolute 
goodness-of-fit indexes: chi-squared statistic (χ2), relative chi-square (χ2/df), comparative fit 
index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), standardized root mean squared residual (SMSR), 
and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Based on the standards 
established in the literature for fit indexes (Bentler, 1990; Browne & Cudeck, 1989; Byrne, 
2012; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1984), all models reported appropriate fits (see Table 1).  
As expected, Behavior correlated with Attitudes (total sample: f = .57, p < .001; 
women: f = .54, p < .001; men: f = .51, p < .001) and with Desire (total sample: f = .43, p 
< .001; women: f = .38, p < .001; men: f = .37, p < .001). Attitudes correlated with Desire 
(total sample: f = .68, p < .001; women: f = .68, p < .001; men: f = .48, p < .001). 
Furthermore, high reliability levels were found for the Global scores (α = .84), Behavior (α 
= .81), Attitudes (α = .82), and Desire (α = .85) components (see Table 2). 
Differences in Sociosexuality 
A 2 (Gender: women vs. men) x 2 (Relationship status: single vs. romantically 
involved) ANOVA on Global SOI-R scores yielded significant main effects for both gender, 
F(1, 525) = 64.81, MSE = 69.16, p < .001, η2p = .11, and relationship status, F(1, 525) = 
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40.28, p < .001, MSE = 42.99, η2p = .07. Men reported a more unrestricted Global 
sociosexuality (M = 3.32, SD = 1.10) than women (M = 2.45, SD = 1.06) and single 
participants reported a more unrestricted Global sociosexuality (M = 3.09, SD = 1.17) than 
romantically involved participants (M = 2.40, SD = 1.02) (see Table 2). The interaction 
between these factors was non-significant, F < 1. 
To examine whether the same pattern emerged for each SOI-R component separately, 
we conducted a 2 (Gender) x 2 (Relationship status) MANOVA with each SOI-R 
components. Results showed a significant effect of both gender, Wilks’ Lambda = .87, F(3, 
523) = 26.60, p < .001, η2p = .13, and relationship status, Wilks’ Lambda = .87, F(3, 525) = 
26.38, p < .001, η2p = .13. Again, the interaction between the factors was non-significant, F < 
1. 
Men reported more unrestricted Behavior (men: M = 2.10, SD = 1.21; women: M = 
1.86, SD = 0.96), F(1, 525) = 5.20, MSE = 5.62, p = .023, η2p = .01, more unrestricted 
Attitudes (men: M = 4.27, SD = 1.65; women: M = 3.04, SD = 1.61), F(1, 525) = 58.20, MSE 
= 149.53, p < .001, η2p = .10, and more unrestricted Desire (men: M = 3.60, SD = 1.61; 
women: M = 2.47, SD = 1.49), F(1, 525) = 54.55, MSE = 107.08, p < .001, η2p = .09.  
Single participants reported more unrestricted Attitudes (single: M = 3.75, SD = 1.76; 
romantically involved: M = 3.11, SD = 1.62), F(1, 525) = 14.14, MSE = 36.33, p < .001, η2p 
= .03, and more unrestricted Desire (single: M = 3.52, SD = 1.55; romantically involved: M = 
2.20, SD = 1.40), F(1, 525) = 78.40, MSE = 153.91, p < .001, η2p = .13. No significant 
differences in Behavior emerged between single participants (M = 1.99, SD = 1.19) and those 
romantically involved (M = 1.88, SD = 0.91), F(1, 525) = 1.41, MSE = 1.52, p = .236.1 
                                                
1 Even though this component presents high reliability, increased reliability might still be achieved by removing 
SOI-R Item 1 “With how many different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months?” from this 
component (α = .84; women α = .83; men α = .85). By computing a new mean score for Behavior without this 
item, a 2 (Gender) x 2 (Relationship status) ANOVA replicated the significant effect of gender, F(1, 525) = 
4.62, MSE = 6.88, p = .032, η2p = .01, but more importantly demonstrates the expected effect of relationship 
status albeit marginal, F(1, 525) = 3.28, MSE = 4.89, p = .071, η2p = .01. Single participants reported more 
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Commitment and Sociosexuality 
To examine the association between commitment and sociosexuality among 
romantically involved individuals in greater detail, we conducted a series of bootstrapped 
linear regressions with 5,000 samples using PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013). 
Commitment, gender (coded 0 [women] and 1 [men]) and their respective interaction were 
the predictors. Global SOI-R and scores on each SOI-R component served as dependent 
variables. Relationship length was the control variable in all analyses. All variables were 
centered prior to the analyses. Results are shown in Table 3. There was a significant negative 
main effect of commitment on Global sociosexuality (p < .001), Attitudes (p = .002), and 
Desire (p < .001). There was also a significant positive main effect of gender on Global 
sociosexuality (p < .001), Attitudes (p < .001) and Desire (p < .001). No other main effects 
attained significance. Variance inflation factor (VIF) values were within the acceptable range 
in all linear regression analyses [1.036; 1.240], thus not indicating multicollinearity issues. 
Simple slope analyses indicated that the association between commitment and 
sociosexuality was negative and significant for women and men: Global (both p < .001), 
Attitudes (both p < .050), and Desire (both p < .001). Slopes for Behavior were non-
significant. Hence, more committed individuals (+1 SD) reported a more restricted Global 
sociosexuality as well as more restricted Attitudes and Desire than less committed individuals 
(-1 SD). 
Commitment, Sociosexuality, and Sexual Infidelity 
To further test our hypothesis that unrestricted individuals would be less likely to have 
extradyadic sex when more committed to their current partner, we conducted a series of 
                                                                                                                                                  
unrestricted Behavior (M = 1.95, SD = 1.31) than those romantically involved (M = 1.77, SD = 1.15). This may 
be due to the fact that Item 1 asked participants to disclose their sexual activity within the last 12 months, 
whereas Items 2 and 3 asked for behavioral tendencies throughout their lives. This consideration might prove of 
importance to future research as the currently conveyed social norms regarding unrestricted sexual behavior 
may prevent individuals from disclosing their current behaviors (e.g., Fisher, 2009) and can possibly hinder the 
results obtained with this measure. 
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bootstrapped logistic regression models (samples = 5,000) again using PROCESS. We 
adopted this strategy for three reasons. First, the dependent variable was dichotomous, asking 
individuals to disclose whether they had had non-mutually consented extradyadic sex (coded 
0 [no] and 1 [yes]). Second, and possibly due to reluctance over disclosing such sensitive 
information, the distribution of this variable proved highly biased and consequently non-
linear. Third, separating dependent variables allowed us to avoid multicollinearity. In all 
regressions, commitment, sociosexuality, and their respective interactions were the 
predictors. Extradyadic sex was the dependent variable. As no significant gender differences 
were found in the commitment–infidelity link, gender was added as a control variable along 
with relationship length. 
Results showed that sexual infidelity was negatively and significantly predicted by 
commitment in our regressions (all Nagelkerke R2 > .21): Global: B = -0.54, SE = .23, z(205) 
= -2.29, p = .022, 95% CI [-0.99, -0.08], Behavior: B = -0.54, SE = .21, z(205) = -2.58, p 
= .010, 95% CI [-0.96, -0.13], Attitudes: B = -0.53, SE = .23, z(205) = -2.25, p = .024, 95% 
CI [-0.99, -0.07], Desire: B = -0.50, SE = .24, z(205) = -2.10, p = .036, 95% CI [-0.97, -0.03]. 
Sociosexuality did not emerge as a significant predictor in either regression (all p > .451). 
Although the expected interaction between sociosexuality and commitment was not 
found (all p > .112), a detailed analysis of the simple slopes showed that increases in 
commitment were associated with significantly less likelihood of extradyadic sex in more 
sociosexually unrestricted individuals (+1 SD): Global: B = -0.69, SE = .27, z(205) = -2.57, p 
= .010, 95% CI [-1.21, -0.16], Attitudes, B = -0.85, SE = .28, z(205) = -3.05, p = .002, 95% 
CI [-1.39, -0.30], and Desire, B = -0.60, SE = .26, z(205) = -2.27, p = .023, 95% CI [-1.11, -
0.08]. The slope for Behavior was non-significant (p = .590). 
DISCUSSION 
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Taken together, our results replicate the extensive literature reporting that men tend to 
be more sociosexually unrestricted than women (supporting H1) (Buss, 1998; Buss & 
Schmitt, 1993), and that single individuals are more sociosexually unrestricted than those in 
relationships (supporting H2) (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Indeed, individuals in 
relationships reported being more restricted, especially in their Attitudes and Desire towards 
potential alternative others. This converges with considerations over how individuals with 
more unrestricted sociosexuality do not shun, but are indeed able to maintain, long-term 
committed romantic relationships (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Simpson et al., 2004). 
For those romantically involved, commitment was found to be associated with 
sociosexuality (supporting H3), such that more (vs. less) committed individuals reported 
more restricted Global sociosexuality. These individuals were also more restricted in their 
Attitudes and in their Desire. The fact that no significant association emerged for Behavior 
may be explained, at least partially, by the fact that this component reflects behavioral 
tendencies throughout the life (e.g., “With how many different partners have you had sexual 
intercourse on one and only one occasion?”) and does not necessarily represent current 
behavior. Indeed, only SOI-R Item 1 asked individuals to report their sexual behavior within 
the past 12 months and our participants were in a relationship for a mean length of 
approximately 24 months. Furthermore, neither Global nor each of the SOI-R components 
predicted sexual infidelity in our sample. This suggests that more unrestricted sociosexuality 
is not necessarily associated with greater likelihood of extradyadic sex. Commitment, 
however, predicted infidelity to a greater extent (supporting H4), over and above 
sociosexuality and gender (see also Drigotas et al., 1999b; Mattingly et al., 2011; Rodrigues 
et al., 2016; Shaw et al., 2013; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). More importantly, our results 
further showed that unrestricted individuals were less likely to be sexually unfaithful to their 
relationships when more committed to their relationships (partially supporting H5). 
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These last pieces of evidence hold extreme importance and back the literature showing 
that commitment activates different pro-relationship behaviors oriented at maintaining the 
stability of the relationship (e.g., derogating feelings of attraction) in the face of potential 
threats (e.g., an attractive other) (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Such behaviors seem to occur 
especially when levels of commitment and those of perceived threat are calibrated (high 
commitment/high attractiveness) (Lydon, Meana, Sepinwall, Richards, & Mayman, 1999). 
As sociosexuality refers to the predisposition towards casual sex, if individuals experience 
sexual attraction to an attractive other while in a highly committed relationship, their 
commitment may activate a pro-relationship strategy oriented at protecting one’s self from 
having unrestricted behaviors or experiencing sexual desire. Greater commitment may also 
lead unrestricted individuals to restrict their favorable attitudes towards casual sex, again as a 
protection strategy guarding their relationship. Following this, in Study 2, we examined 
whether greater commitment also activates derogation among sociosexually unrestricted 
individuals. 
STUDY 2 
In this study, we aimed at replicating the results from Study 1. However, we examined 
a context of initial physical and sexual attraction to an unknown attractive target. We 
hypothesized that: 
H1. Single individuals would report greater attraction to the attractive target, whereas 
romantically involved individuals would report less attraction and evidence derogation as a 
pro-relationship behavior (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989; Meston & Frohlich, 2003; Simpson et 
al., 1990); 
H2a. Derogation should be especially evident for more committed individuals (Lydon 
et al., 1999), such that more committed individuals would report less attraction to the 
attractive target compared to their less committed counterparts; 
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H2b. This effect of commitment should occur over and above sociosexuality levels 
(Mattingly et al., 2011). 
Replicating the results from Study 1, we further hypothesized that: 
H3. Commitment should predict occurrences of extradyadic sex in the current 
relationship (Martins et al., 2016; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Shaw et al., 2013), such that more 
committed individuals should indicate less sexual infidelity; 
H4. This effect should occur among unrestricted individuals, such that more committed 
individuals should indicate less sexual infidelity even when sociosexually unrestricted. 
Again, all these effects should hold true for both men and women (Simpson et al., 
2004). 
METHOD 
Participants 
Participants were 168 Portuguese heterosexuals (65.5% women; Mage = 23.28, SD = 
5.60) who voluntarily took part in this study. Participants resided mostly in Portuguese 
metropolitan areas (57.7%) and completed high school (53.2%), an undergraduate degree 
(40.4%) or a Master/Ph.D. (6.4%). Half of the sample was single and not currently dating 
another person (43.6%), whereas the other half was involved in a consensual monogamous 
romantic relationship for mean length of 33.79 months (SD = 44.18). 
Measures 
Physical and sexual attraction 
Participants were shown a picture of an attractive opposite-sex target and asked to 
report their attraction. Drawing from research on interpersonal and sexual attraction (e.g., 
Foster et al., 1998; Meston & Frohlich, 2003), this measure comprised three items (“How 
much would you like to ask this person out on a date?”, “How much would you like to kiss 
this person?”, and “How much desire [physical, emotional, mental] do you feel for this 
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person?”). Participants answered on a 7-point scale (1 = Not at all; 7 = A lot).  Averaging all 
item scores resulted in a mean physical/sexual attraction score. In the current sample, this 
measure had a high level of reliability (α = .96) and a one-factor model accounting for 
92.12% of the variance. 
Sociosexuality 
This measure was presented in Study 1. The reliability coefficients for the current 
sample were similar to those obtained in Study 1 (Global: 9 items, α = .84; Behavior: 3 items, 
α = .84; Attitudes: 3 items, α = .84; and Desire: 3 items, α = .87). 
Commitment 
This measure was also presented in Study 1. The reliability coefficient of this scale for 
the current sample was similar to that obtained in the previous study (α = .91). 
Extradyadic sex 
This was assessed using the items presented in Study 1. 
Procedure 
This study was again in agreement with the Ethics Guidelines issued by the Scientific 
Commission of ISCTE-IUL. Procedure was similar to Study 1. After providing informed 
consent to participate in a research project about personal relationships, participants were 
presented with the web survey that started with standard demographic questions (e.g., age, 
gender, relationship status and sexual orientation). Participants were then presented with a 
photo of an opposite-sex attractive target (pre-tested; Rodrigues & Lopes, 2013a). After six 
seconds, the photo disappeared from the screen and participants were asked to report their 
physical and sexual attraction towards the target. Following this, all participants completed 
the SOI-R measure. Romantically involved participants were additionally presented with the 
Commitment scale and the extradyadic sex measure. At the end, all participants were 
thanked, debriefed, and provided with an email address to contact the research team should 
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they want to obtain further information or clarify any question regarding the research. There 
was no time limit for completing the questionnaire (MCompletion time = 10 minutes) and there 
were no repeated IP addresses. 
RESULTS 
Gender and Derogation 
A 2 (Gender: women vs. men) x 2 (Relationship status: single vs. romantically 
involved) ANOVA yielded only a main effect of relationship status, F(1, 157) = 5.91, MSE = 
7.06, p = .016, η2p = .04. Romantically involved participants reported significantly less 
physical and sexual attraction (M = 1.47, SD = 0.89) than their single counterparts (M = 2.00, 
SD = 1.31). No other results attained statistical significance.2 
Commitment and Sociosexuality 
To examine whether romantically involved individuals derogated the attractive 
alternative regardless of sociosexuality levels, we conducted a series of bootstrapped linear 
regressions (samples = 5,000) using PROCESS. Commitment, each of the SOI-R components 
and their respective interaction terms were the predictors. Physical/sexual attraction was the 
dependent variable. Relationship length was the control variable in all analyses. All variables 
were centered prior to the analyses. Results are shown in Table 4. As can be seen, there was a 
significant positive main effect of commitment on attraction, over and above sociosexuality 
(all p < .010). Sociosexuality main effects were non-significant in all analyses (all p > .338). 
VIF values of all linear regression analyses were within the acceptable range: [1.118; 1.995] 
Simple slope analyses further revealed a significant association between commitment 
and physical/sexual attraction regardless of Global sociosexuality (both p > .006), Behavior 
(both p > .031), Attitudes (both p > .001), and Desire (both p > .030). 
Commitment, Sociosexuality, and Sexual Infidelity 
                                                
2 As we found no significant gender differences in the association between commitment and sociosexuality 
(Study 1) or in the attraction to the attractive target (Study 2), gender was dropped from subsequent analyses. 
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Replicating the procedures presented in Study 1, a series of additional bootstrapped 
logistic regressions (samples = 5,000) using PROCESS examined whether unrestricted 
individuals were less likely to have extradyadic sex when more committed to their current 
partner. Results again show that sexual infidelity was negative and significantly predicted by 
commitment (all Nagelkerke R2 > .24): Global: B = -0.91, SE = .38, z(94) = -2.42, p = .016, 
95% CI [-1.64, -0.17], Behavior: B = -0.82, SE = .32, z(94) = -2.58, p = .010, 95% CI [-1.45, 
-0.20], Attitudes: B = -0.71, SE = .36, z(94) = -1.95, p = .050, 95% CI [-1.42, -0.01], Desire: 
B = -1.22, SE = .42, z(94) = -2.90, p = .004, 95% CI [-2.04, -0.40]. Sociosexuality did not 
emerge as a significant predictor in neither regression (all p > .851). 
Again, the expected interaction between sociosexuality and commitment was not found 
(all p > .173). However, simple slopes analyses showed that increases in commitment were 
associated with significantly less likelihood of extradyadic sex in more sociosexually 
unrestricted individuals (+1 SD): Global: B = -0.78, SE = .35, z(94) = -2.23, p = .026, 95% CI 
[-1.47, -0.09], Attitudes, B = -0.89, SE = .37, z(94) = -2.41, p = .016, 95% CI [-1.61, -0.17], 
and Desire, B = -0.80, SE = .37, z(94) = -2.16, p = .031, 95% CI [-1.52, -0.07]. The slope for 
Behavior was non-significant (p = .115). 
DISCUSSION 
Overall, our results showed that single participants reported greater attraction to the 
attractive target. Romantically involved individuals, however, reported less attraction, 
evidencing the activation of derogation as a pro-relationship strategy against a perceived 
external threat posed by the attractive target (supporting H1). Importantly, derogation 
occurred over and above sociosexuality (supporting H2a and H2b). In other words, more 
committed individuals derogated the attractive target to a similar extent, regardless of having 
restricted or unrestricted sociosexuality, arguably as a means to protect the stability of the 
relationship. These results complement and extend those showing the predictive value of 
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commitment in sexual infidelity (supporting H3), in the sense that just as commitment 
emerged as the only variable negatively associated with physical/sexual attraction to an 
unknown attractive target, it emerged also as the sole predictor of sexual infidelity in both 
studies. Equally important, we replicated the finding that unrestricted individuals were less 
likely to indicate sexual infidelity when more committed to their partners (partially 
supporting H4). 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Sociosexuality is a personal predisposition that potentially influences the initiation and 
early development of romantic relationships (e.g., unrestricted individuals may have greater 
difficulties with a committed relationship). In this article, we argued that increases in 
commitment should lead individuals to accommodate this predisposition to their relationship 
goals (e.g., a committed relationship). This would be reflected in more restricted 
sociosexuality levels. 
To examine this argument, the SOI-R measure was first validated in a sample of 
Portuguese individuals (Study 1). Not only was the original three-factor structure replicated 
(Penke & Asendorpf, 2008), but the SOI-R showed good internal consistency for the Global, 
Behaviors, Attitudes, and Desire scores. Moreover, both the factorial structure and the 
internal consistency indexes were replicated for women and men suggesting the 
appropriateness of this instrument in assessing sociosexuality in both genders. 
Results from Study 1 showed that men have more unrestricted sociosexuality than 
women. This was also the case for all SOI-R components, that is, men indicated more 
unrestricted Behaviors, Attitudes, and Desires than women. Results also showed that single 
individuals were more unrestricted than romantically involved individuals. In detailing each 
SOI-R component separately, this was also the case for Attitudes and Desires. The lack of 
differences for sociosexual Behavior could be associated with social desirability and the 
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negative double standard in sexual behavior, such that casual sex tends to be more socially 
accepted among men than women (Allison & Risman, 2013; Crawford & Popp, 2003; Fisher, 
2009; Sprecher et al., 2013). This may be associated with societal norms and socialization 
asymmetries regarding gender roles (Eagly & Wood, 1999; Schmitt, 2005). Another plausible 
explanation for this finding derives from cross-cultural findings showing that Portugal has 
relatively restricted sociosexuality levels when compared to other countries (Schmitt, 2005). 
Indeed, Portugal is a patriarchal society governed by traditional and religious norms and 
single women may also conform to these norms (Nogueira, Saavedra, & Costa, 2008), 
underreporting past sexual behaviors. Further research should seek to investigate this in 
greater detail, especially because Study 1 was an anonymous web survey, which has been 
shown to reduce the likelihood of biased reports of sexual behavior in both genders (see 
Beaussart & Kaufman, 2013; Ostovich & Sabini, 2004). 
Results from Study 1 also showed that when in a romantic relationship, both genders 
reported more restricted sociosexuality than single individuals. This converges with 
pluralistic views of human mating (e.g., Gangestad & Simpson, 2000), positing that both 
women and men shift between short- and long-term mating strategies depending on their 
specific context and motivations. When motivated to maintain long-term committed romantic 
relationship, individuals are more likely to activate a common relational self (Aron, Mashek, 
& Aron, 2004) and commitment becomes more salient (Agnew, Van Lange, Rusbult, & 
Langston, 1998), which in turn promotes the activation of pro-relationship behaviors. In line 
with this, our results showed that highly committed individuals (i.e., those oriented towards 
the long-term maintenance of their relationship) were more sociosexually restricted (Study 1), 
activate derogation by feeling less physically and sexually attracted to an unknown attractive 
target (Study 2), and were less likely to engage in extradyadic sex and consequently sexual 
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infidelity (Studies 1 and 2). Equally important, the effects of commitment on sexual infidelity 
was observed even among sociosexually unrestricted individuals (Studies 1 and 2). 
These results converge with past empirical findings suggesting that individuals restrict 
their sociosexuality when in a romantic relationship (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). These 
results also converge with past empirical findings suggesting commitment as one of the most 
reliable predictors of sexual infidelity (Martins et al., 2016; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Shaw et 
al., 2013). By deciding not to engage in sexual infidelity based on their high commitment, 
restricted and unrestricted individuals appear to transform their personal motivations into 
relational motivations (Drigotas et al., 1999b) and establish a norm that serves as the basis for 
similar future situations (Buunk & Bakker, 1995; Drigotas et al., 1999a). Our studies do not 
allow us to fully examine the causal directions of these findings. For instance, the finding that 
more committed individuals are less sociosexually unrestricted and less likely to engage in 
extradyadic sex might also be a result of having a sample of mostly sociosexually restricted 
individuals to begin with. Future research should seek to employ a longitudinal methodology 
to examine whether individuals restricted their sociosexuality because there are more 
committed and maintain an unrestricted sociosexuality when less committed to their 
relationship. Researchers could also expand to include different types of infidelity (e.g., 
emotional infidelity), different extradyadic behaviors (e.g., kissing, online sexual activities) 
and reasons for engaging in extradyadic sex (e.g., sexual dissatisfaction with the partner). A 
longitudinal study would also allow researchers to examine the predictive power of 
commitment and sociosexuality, taking into account types of infidelity, extradyadic 
behaviors, and motivations underlying such behaviors. 
Our results also showed that individuals in relationships activate strategies and restrict 
their sociosexuality in order to protect the stability of their romantic relationship (Study 2). 
For both genders, commitment seems to act as a barrier in itself to feeling physically and 
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sexually attracted to another person, which consequently helps to prevent infidelity 
behaviors. As long as individuals are highly committed, they maintain their focus on their 
current relationship regardless of their sociosexuality and are unaffected (or at least less 
affected) by their predisposition to casual sex. 
It is possible that restricted and unrestricted individuals activate derogation for different 
reasons. As restricted individuals are not, by themselves, predisposed or motivated to casual 
sex, derogation may act as an intrinsic protection against a perceived external threat (e.g., an 
attractive target) that may harm the stability of the relationship. As unrestricted individuals 
have such predisposition or motivation, derogation may act as an intrinsic protection against a 
perceived internal threat (e.g., feelings of sexual attraction). Hence, derogating an attractive 
target would protect unrestricted individuals against themselves and their predisposition for 
casual sex, thus shifting their mating strategy according to the context. Such a type of 
accommodation is in line with the strategic pluralism model (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). 
More research is needed to disentangle the role of commitment in sexuality (see also Simpson 
et al., 2004). Future research might incorporate measurements of jealousy (e.g., Pfeiffer & 
Wong, 1989) or reactions to hypothetical infidelity by their partners (e.g., Buss, Larsen, 
Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992). If derogation acts as a protection against an external threat 
among restricted individuals, then restricted individuals should feel greater jealousy towards 
their partners in a sexual infidelity context. If derogation acts as a protection against an 
internal threat among unrestricted individuals, then unrestricted individuals should be more 
willing to forgive their partner’s infidelity and possibly feel less jealousy. Future studies 
should analyze these hypotheses. 
On a broader note, future research should also analyze data from both partners in the 
couple (e.g., using the actor–partner interdependence model) (Cook & Kenny, 2005). This 
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would allow to examine how complementary or opposite sociosexuality influences 
commitment and extradyadic sex. 
This research was conducted online and guaranteed anonymity for those who chose to 
participate, which helps in improving the accuracy of responses. Furthermore, our sample 
was diverse in terms of demographic features, including age, geographic location, and 
relationship length. Still, this methodology may have biased the characteristics of our sample, 
given that individuals more likely to participate in this type of studies tend to have higher 
levels of education, reside in urban centers, and have higher socioeconomic status. These 
limitations notwithstanding, this article presents empirical evidence that advances our 
knowledge in five different ways. First, our findings demonstrate that, regardless of 
sociosexuality, commitment activates derogation. Second, our data corroborate the assertion 
by Simpson and Gangestad (1991), and Simpson and colleagues (2004) that sociosexually 
unrestricted individuals have stable romantic relationships and activate protective 
mechanisms against perceived external threats. Third, our findings showed that derogation 
was greater when individuals were highly committed, regardless of having restricted or 
unrestricted sociosexuality. Not only was sociosexuality not associated with extradyadic sex, 
it was not associated with physical and sexual attraction to an unknown attractive target. 
Fourth, our data suggest that sociosexuality is likely to undergo modifications depending on 
situational variables (e.g., being in a committed relationship). This is not to say that 
sociosexuality (e.g., attitudes towards casual sex) changes drastically with the development of 
a relationship. Instead, it suggests that individuals tone down their sociosexuality to 
accommodate a highly committed and stable relationship (see Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). 
Lastly, and in line with this, our findings showed commitment as one of the most important 
relational variables in predicting sexual infidelity in mutually consented monogamous 
relationships. 
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Not only are these findings promising and open up new venues for researchers to 
continue their research on the interplay between sociosexuality and commitment, they are 
also informative for professionals to better understand human sexuality within romantic 
relationships and to help devise specific intervention programs (e.g., relationship guidance 
therapy) to boost sexual and psychological health. 
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Table 1: Summary of fit indexes for the SOI-R (Study 1) 
Models df χ2 χ2/df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA [CI] 
Model (Total sample) 24 82.07 3.42 .97 .96 .04 .07 [.05; .09] 
Model (Women) 24 53.81 2.24 .97 .96 .04 .06 [.04; .08] 
Model (Men) 24 29.27 1.22 .99 .99 .04 .04 [.00; .07] 
Note: CFI = Comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis fit index; SRMR = Standardized root mean square 
residual; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; CI = 95% confidence interval 
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Table 2: Reliability of SOI-R components and mean scores across gender and relationship 
status (Study 1) 
  
a 
Single 
M (SD) 
In a relationship 
M (SD) 
Total 
M (SD) 
Globala  
Women .83 2.79 (1.12) 2.21 (0.95) 2.45 (1.06) 
Men .81 3.63 (1.07) 2.96 (1.03) 3.32 (1.10) 
Total .84 3.09 (1.17) 2.40 (1.02) 2.71 (1.14) 
Behaviorb 
Women .80 1.87 (1.08) 1.85 (0.87) 1.86 (0.96) 
Men .82 2.20 (1.35) 1.98 (1.01) 2.10 (1.21) 
Total .81 1.99 (1.19) 1.88 (0.91) 1.93 (1.04) 
Attitudesb 
Women .80 3.30 (1.67) 2.85 (1.55) 3.04 (1.61) 
Men .81 4.60 (1.63) 3.89 (1.59) 4.27 (1.65) 
Total .82 3.75 (1.76) 3.11 (1.62) 3.40 (1.72) 
Desireb 
Women .83 3.20 (1.52) 1.93 (1.21) 2.47 (1.49) 
Men .85 4.11 (1.42) 3.00 (1.62) 3.60 (1.61) 
Total .85 3.52 (1.55) 2.20 (1.40) 2.80 (1.61) 
Absolut score range: a9–63, b3–21. 
Table 3 
Regression Analyses on Sociosexuality Predicted by Commitment and Gender (Study 1) 
Dependent Predictor b SE t p 95% CI 
Global sociosexuality Commitment -0.31*** .05 -5.87 < .001 [-0.41, -0.21] 
 Gender 0.71*** .14 5.03 < .001 [0.43, 0.99] 
 Commitment x Gender -0.02 .11 -0.18 .856 [-0.24, 0.20] 
 Simple slope for women -0.30*** .06 -4.82 < .001 [-0.43, -0.18] 
 Simple slope for men -0.32*** .09 -3.55 < .001 [-0.51, -0.14] 
Sociosexual Behavior Commitment -0.07 .05 -1.36 .175 [-0.17, 0.03] 
 Gender 0.06 .14 0.40 .689 [-0.22, 0.33] 
 Commitment x Gender 0.03 .11 0.32 .753 [-0.18, 0.25] 
 Simple slope for women -0.08 .06 -1.27 .205 [-0.20, 0.04] 
 Simple slope for men -0.05 .09 -0.50 .621 [-0.22, 0.13] 
Sociosexual Attitudes Commitment -0.31** .10 -3.20 .002 [-0.49, -0.12] 
 Gender 1.05*** .26 4.08 < .001 [0.54, 1.55] 
 Commitment x Gender -0.03 .20 -0.13 .894 [-0.42, 0.37] 
 Simple slope for women -0.30** .11 -2.61 .010 [-0.52, -0.07] 
 Simple slope for men -0.33* .17 -1.97 .050 [-0.65, -0.01] 
Sociosexual Desire Commitment -0.55*** .07 -8.21 < .001 [-0.68, -0.42] 
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 Gender 1.04*** .18 5.73 < .001 [0.68, 1.39] 
 Commitment x Gender -0.07 .14 -0.49 .628 [-0.35, 0.21] 
 Simple slope for women -0.53*** .08 -6.64 < .001 [-0.69, -0.38] 
 Simple slope for men -0.60*** .12 -5.18 < .001 [-0.83, -0.37] 
Notes. Controlling for relationship length. Gender [0 = female, 1 = male]. b: unstandardized coefficient. SE: standard error. Degrees of freedom for t-statistics = 203. CI: 
confidence interval. Variables were standardized prior to analysis. 
*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.  
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Table 4 
Regression Analyses on Attraction Predicted by Commitment and Sociosexuality (Study 2) 
Predictor b SE t p 95% CI 
Commitment -0.43*** .12 -3.60 < .001 [-0.67, -0.19] 
Global sociosexuality 0.04 .10 0.37 .714 [-0.16, 0.24] 
Commitment x Global sociosexuality 0.10 .09 1.18 .242 [-0.24, 0.20] 
Simple slope for restricted (-1 SD) -0.54** .19 -2.83 .006 [-0.92, -0.16] 
Simple slope for unrestricted (+1 SD) -0.32*** .09 -3.48 < .001 [-0.51, -0.14] 
Commitment -0.40*** .08 -4.80 < .001 [-0.57, -0.23] 
Sociosexual Behavior 0.09 .09 0.95 .347 [-0.09, 0.27] 
Commitment x Sociosexual Behavior -0.18 .09 -1.88 .065 [-0.37, 0.01] 
Simple slope for restricted (-1 SD) -0.23* .11 -2.20 .031 [-0.44, -0.02] 
Simple slope for unrestricted (+1 SD) -0.57*** .14 -4.10 < .001 [-0.85, -0.30] 
Commitment -0.51*** .10 -4.99 < .001 [-0.71, -0.31] 
Sociosexual Attitudes -1.03 .05 -0.55 .586 [-0.13, 0.07] 
Commitment x Sociosexual Attitudes 0.12* .05 2.40 .019 [0.02, 0.23] 
Simple slope for restricted (-1 SD) -0.72*** .17 -4.24 < .001 [-1.06, -0.38] 
Simple slope for unrestricted (+1 SD) -0.29*** .09 -3.32 .001 [-0.47, -0.12] 
Commitment -0.36** .14 -2.64 .010 [-0.63, -0.09] 
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Sociosexual Desire 0.07 .08 0.97 .338 [-0.08, 0.22] 
Commitment x Sociosexual Desire 0.04 .06 0.78 .438 [-0.07, 0.15] 
Simple slope for restricted (-1 SD) -0.41* .19 -2.21 .030 [-0.78, -0.04] 
Simple slope for unrestricted (+1 SD) -0.29** .11 -2.75 .007 [-0.51, -0.08] 
Notes. Controlling for relationship length. b: unstandardized coefficient. SE: standard error. Degrees of freedom for t-statistics = 72. CI: confidence interval. Variables were 
standardized prior to analysis. 
*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01. ***p ≤ .001.  
  
 
